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ABSTRACT

The Inventory of Cognitive Style is a 26 item pencil-and-paper
instrument to pradict the differences in the ways people think due to
Ciffco2ntial sociali~ation.. Four basic modes of decision-making are
identified which are cppropriate to different decision-making situa-
tions. The Inventory yields 54 different patterns of relative predi-
lections and aversions to the various cognitive styles.

lorms bas=d on the responses of 966 United States Navy enlisted
men and the percentage of that population showing each of the patterns
are presented. If and when the Inventory if validated, it should be
@ valuable tool in personnel selection and educational and vocational
counselling.
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™2 Invertore of Cognitive ftyle is a short pencil-and-paper
instoumeat ©o mecouoe indivicdual predilections fer aifferent modes of
decision-making.

It is based on the conception that cognition is not a single
xind cf task, but rather a class of several different kinds of beha-
vioral vrocesses which vary as the result of the form or content of
the problem facing the decision-maker and as a result of a person's
predilections when playing a decision-making role.

Omar Khayyair }loore has pointed out that problem-solving and
decision-nmaking activities in which social perceptions of the parti-
cipants are interdependent have characteristics not to be found in
other classes of pzchblems. He writes: "The theory of games has macd:
explicit some cf ithe neculiar difficulties which arise when the problen
solver is confrontad not with an environmcnt of 'dead variables' but
with another problem-solver. The study of huvman behavior in such
situations requires the development of special techniques in order to
bring into sharr focus the processes involved."1

Alan Ross Anderson and Moore suggest that there are four basic
types of decision-making situations of which games and aesthetic
activities are effective models. These are: (1) Those in vhich tre
Jecision-maker operates on the environment, (2) those in which the
decision-maker is operated upon by the environment, (3) those in which

the descision-maker faces an opponent, and (4) those in which judgmen's

of value must be mad>, Puzzles, games of chance, games of strategy,

“‘Cmar Khayyam licore, “Problem Solving and the Perception of Persons,"
PTKSON PERCEPTION AlI'D INTER-PERSOMAL BEHAVIOR, Renato Tagiuri and
Luici Petrullo, (editors) (Stanford, California: Stanford University
Fress), 1958, p. 149.
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a.a aesthetic activities are, respectively, models of each of these
kinds of decision-making situations and Moore suggests that in the
course of socialization, the play of such games contributes to the
development of forms of self-conception, on the one hand, and in the
ability to play decision-making roles of various types, on the other.<
In fac’, lioore and Andarson suggest that people think in terms of
models and that, therefore, people as thinkers can be classified
acooeding to theirxr predilectioms toward using pussle models, chance
models . strategic models, or aesthetic models when they face intellec:
teal problems.3

The conceptualigsations of Moore and Anderson are congruent w-ch
and in part base.. on earlier work by Sirmel, G. H. Mead and Piaget.
Considerahle evicence exists in supyart of the general hypothesis that
different intellectual skills are differentially learned. The range
of scores on achievement tests are a case in point. There is alsc
evidence that play activities tend to reflect and support cultural
values.!

research cone by this author has revealed preference for dif-
ferent kinds ef intellectual activities varies according to socio-

economic s‘atus, age, sex, and game proforence..-"

’21sr R38, Indecson and Omar Khayyam Moore, AUIOTELIC POLI’ iCZ:S,
Technical Report NRumber 8 for the Office of Naval Research, Group
P.-"c +.0¢y Bravcl ‘New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University),
November, 1959.

3omar Khayyam Moore aid Alan Ross Anderson, "Some Puszling Aspects
cf Sneisl Interes~ic1,” THE REVI®W OF METAPHYSICS, March. 196?,

FP. 409"4 33.

‘cee fcr examplr, Briin Sutton-Smith, John M. Roberts, and Rouvert I,
Koselka, "Game Invulvement in Adults,® The Journal of S8ocial Psycho-
}_03%. LX (1963), pp. 15-30, and M. Maccoby, Nancy Modiano and Patric.>
Lander, "Games and Social Character in a Mexican Village,” Psychiatry

AXVII, 2 (1964), pp. 150-i62.
Sposaws.. I, Waoshourane, Cecil hDarmofall, Tomixy D. Joanson, and Alcx O.

Thin, Social Batkground enc t»e Play of Games. Technicai Rerc.t No.
, ~or “F2 J)ffice ct Naval Re<ea~~h, Group Psychologv Branc... (Akro-.
Ohio: Tne Uaiveirsit s of Akruu, 1964,.
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OCreduate situdents in science and engineering, for example,pre-
fer puzzles and are better at puzzle solving than students in other

flelas. voimen stucents prefer gawes of chence and aestnetic activities
to games of strategy and puzzles. Students whio hold office in social
organizations say they enjoy games of strategy more than other kiands

of activity, and so on.

The Four Basic l.odes of Cecision-llaking

We have defined the four modes of decision-making as follows:

Puzzle-solving is the logical, systematic utilization of intel-

lectual skills as means to reach desired ends. In puzzle-solving, th~
problem is defined in terms of a goal or goals and the possible courcse:
of action are considered. CLCach possible course of action is logically
judged in terms of its applicability to goal attainmert, and a decisio.
may be made in favor of one, which is then pursued. If this decision
proves faulty, or if there seems to be no reasonable alternotive, the
problem is reassessed, perhaps redefined, and either pursued anew or
dropped. Techniques esser tial to puzzle-solving are tha abilily t»
scarch through a wide range of possible courses of action, to correct!:
evaluate data, and to carefully select and utilize the normative pre-
scriptions which guide rational thinking. If puzzle-solving is a
person's dominant mode of decision-making, he may define the whole
environment as inanimate and susceptible to rational manipulaticn.
People may se=m highly irrational to the puzzle-solver and he may seek
to understand them through a logical analysis c¢f their irre*aionality.
Puzzle-solving 2c aun intellectual activity, may be either activz crc
passive. The active aspect of puzzie-solving is purpcseful action ¢
the environrent toward goal achievement. The passive aspect is tlc

willingness to be swayed by the logical arguments of othors.
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Chance-taking is tie acceptance of dependency on the environment.

The problem is defined in terms of a goal or goals which can be achieve
only by the action of external powers, persons, or events. The orienta
tion of the chance-taker may be optimistic, pessimistic, or neither,
and may be expressed through faith, hope, resignation, fatalism, or
apathy. Chance-taking may be accompanied by ritualistic behavior. 1If
chance-taking is a person's dominant mode of decision-making, he may

be highly flexible yet without a sense of his own role in the causatior
of events. The active aspect of chance-taking is the seeking out anc
seizing upon fortuitous circumstances, where the risk of unknown
outcomes is mediated by the recurrent posesibility of good luck. The
passive aspect of chance-taking is high receptivity to whatever happen-
with an emphasis on the value of being rather than becoming.

Intevactional decision-making involves the recognition nf the

fact that the environment includes other people who mav hav: their
own goals and who may affect the outcome of a situation through the
purposeful or unexpected outcomes of their behavior. It demands some
perceptin oY both self and other as contributing to &n on-g¢oing,
dynamic rrocess, involving appropriate role-*akir-; as w2ll »s role-
playing. Interactional skill requires a broad comprehension of rele-
vant syrbol cystens and social norms, & sensitivity to the rnuances of
social interacticr, and the ability to fee a3esc:f as others see
one. As such it involves both flexibility and abia couiununication.

If the interactional mode is a person': dominant mode cf de~ision-
making, he will seek out and enjoy social situati.ns. The -wtive
aspect of interactional decision-making is an attempt -2 lead or
control others through example, encouragement or power. The passivc

aspect involves cooperation and inter-personal dependency.

o
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evert, Or persodr. Tn: DREELVE ST I Ar SMOILONE. TESDAON®F Ny
tive, Or negetive, 1r termms ©f coven STanderSs.

Theoreticelly, aurint the courses O S0SI£I1ZEIIIAN. humhr v .iwm
recelve trzlinine anc experience ~n 211 Iour mades oI SncLifsiar-malin,
Howevey, OVveremphzele Or One mode or another Zuring whe Jaurss o
growing u. mey result in 2 relatively righ Ssvelopmeant Lrn &ome O%
nodes and & relatively lov development i1 cthers. s r Jhild melidos
he tends to practice skills vhich he finds revarding, alter (& the
exclusion of other skills. That may be one reasdn why 0 dites 1M
star athlete doeg poorly in academic work, and the 'campus vheel'
neither athletically nor academically inclined. 1%t 18 thus passalie
for instance to be fairly good at puzzle scolving wvhile Deinc telaln
inept at interpersonal relations. In fact, the Inventory of Joons’ o
Gtyle can reveal 54 possible combinations of relative predilections

for the various modes. These are discussed in detail on the =cction

on interpretation.

o N
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How the Inventory was Constructed

Hrst, three hundred stems, such as "I am happiest when I ...",
and "Alcoholics are ..." were printed on separate cards.

These were distributed to more than 500 people, who were asked
to complete each sentence in a few words. The sample was mostly
made up of university students, but also included some industrial
workers, housewives, business and professional men, retirees, and
clerical workers.

Then each member of a panel of four graduate students who were
familiar with the four modes of decision-making described above
classified each sentence ending as being indicative of a puzzle-
solving orientation, a chance-taking orientation, an interaction
orientation, an evaluation orientation, or as ambiguous. The ratings
were made independently without knowledge of any other rater's classi-
fication.

Those items which yielded responses classified by each rater alil
in each of the four modes were chosen for the pretest form I. Where
an item yielded two or more responses in the same mode, the most
frequent response was chosen. Pretest form I contained 96 items.

Pretest form I was administered to a sample designed to include
extremes of the social and cultural variables in the population of
Summit County, Ohio. Included were university professors and young
high school drop-outs, native born Americans and immigrants, elderly
men and women and high school students, Negroes and whites, city
dwellers, suburbanites and recent migrants from Appalachia. The sample
for pretest form I included more than 200 respondents. Each respondcut
filled out the Inventory and then was interviewed to learn why he

responded to each item as he did.

AR e e



o

A

As a result of this process, all but 44 of the items were
eliminated because of confusion, different meanings to different people
language difficulty, or some other confounding variable.

The remaining 44 items constituted pretest form II which, along
with eight self-rating scales was administered to 1,000 enlisted men
in the United States NWavy.

The self-rating scale is as follows:

“The following statements describe some people. Read each of

them, and decide how well they describe you. Answer, using the
following scale:

9 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1l
Very much —Somewhat Not at
like me like me all like

ne
Put the number which tells how well each statement describes
you in the blank kefore the statement.

A. ___ I generally thirk things through and look for common sense
answers to most of my problems.

B. ___ T usually listen to reason and when someone makes sense I
go along with him,

C. ___ I take a lot of chances, but I believe you have to to get
along in the world.

D. ___ I take life as it comes.

E. _ I am generally a good leader.

F. I generally cooperate with those around me.

G. ___ I do my best to be good at everything I do.

H. __ I enjoy seeing others do well, and dislike seeing them do

badly."

They were intended to measure, respectively selif-concept as
active and passive puzzle-solver, chance-taker, interactor and
ecvaluator. Subsequent factor analysis rcvealed that they tended to
reduce to cnly three factors: Factor I was a positive self rating es
puzzle-solver, interactor, and evaluator; Factor II was a positive
self rating as a chance taker and Factor III was not clearly inter-
pretable.

Scores on the scale of puzzle-solving loaded positively on Facto

I, negatively on Factor II. Scores on the scale of chance-taking loc<e
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negatively on Factor I and positively on Factor II. Scores on the
scales of interaction orientation and evaluation orientation were not
heavily loaded on any of the factors.

Ttem analysis included the computation of point biserial corre-
lation coefficients for each response with each of four scale sgcores.
Items for which each response was correlated positively and signifi-
cantly at the 1% level with its own total scale score ,and with none of
the others, were retained in the inventory. All others were eliminated
The result was the 26 item inventory attached.

Administering the Inventory

The Inventory may be administered to individuals or large or
small groups. Most people should complete it within ten minutes.
There is no need,however,for any time limit and the only thing that
the administrator must emphasize is that one and only one response

must be checked for each of the 26 iterns.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF AKRON

Inventory of Cognitive Style*
by

Norman F. Washburne

This inventory is designed to measure some of the different
ways people think. Please complete the questions about yourself

on the first page, then read the instructions at the bottom of the

page and answer every question.

Date today
Name Sex
Address Phone No.
Occupation Age Date of birth

Number of years of formal education completed (circle the right

number): 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Father's occupation

Mother's occupation

DIRECTIONS: Following are 26 sentences, each with four endings.

Choose the one ending to each sentence that you most agree with,
and place a checkmark (v) before that ending. One ending for each

sentence must be checked. Answer every question.

*Copyright 1968, Norman F. Washburne. This inventory was developed
from work supported by The Group Psychology Branch, Office of Naval

Research.

Reproduction of this work in whole or in part is permitted for
any purpose of the United States Government.
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Inventory of Cognitive Style
by

Norman F. Washburne

I can be best described as:

one who enjoys people.

a victim of circumstances.
rational and analytical.
an idealist.

Methodical people:

should be aware of wihat they are doing.
can be useful.

are analytical.

don't take chances.

I am happiest when I:

get a lucky break.

have solved a problem.

see other people happy.

am enjoying something beautiful.

When I play games 1I:

like to follow the fules.

like to be against an opponent.
like to gamble.

like to solve puzzles.

When I feel inferior to others I:

don't let others know.

ask myself why.

remind myself no one is perfect.
wish I were they.
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Success:

is what most people strive for.
is for the few who work hard.
depends on good team work.

is largely a result of good luck.

When making decisions I:

generally make them quickly.
consider all the relevant facts.

consider the influence on other people.

try to do what is right.

My basic philosophy of life is:

getting along with other people.
live and let live.

plan for the future.

lead the good life.

The women of today should:

learn to think for themselves.
try to be more feminine.

consider their influence with other people.

stay as they are.

In the future I plan to:

take life as it comes.

take more time to think.
be sensitive to the needs of others.
live life to its fullest.

When I criticize others:

usually have a good reason.
don't know how they'll take it.
try not to be offensive.

try to be honest and fair.

HHHH

Responsibility:

should be taken willingly.

varies according to the demands of the job.
makes one aware of the people around him.

is a burden.
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Swaying opinions of others is:

the way to get along in the world.
being inconsiderate of others feelings.
a skill you are born with.

a quality of a politician.

When confronted with a rude person I:
analyze the situation.

am as tactful and nice as I can be.
overlook it.

tell him his attitude is not appreciated.
When I find myself in unorthodox situations I:
often go along with the crowd.
analyze the situations.

feel uncomfortable.

learn new things about people.

In general people:

are interested in what others think of them.

are decent and conform to society's rules and regulations.

take life as it comes.
are complex.

When people deal with each other they:

usually have a reason for their actions.
realize each is dependent on the other.
usually are fair and honest.

often take things for granted.

A successful man is one who:

is honest and works hard.

can work well with others.

takes advantage of opportunities.
accomplishes whatever he sets out to do.

One thing that I fear is:

being wrong.

having to make a decision.
an irrational person.
being left out.
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When I get the blues I:

wait and things usually get better.
try to think of something else.
listen to music.

look for someone to talk to.

Leading a group discussion:

gives me a sense of power.

is a good job to get out of.

requires an adequate knowledge of the subject under
discussion.

should be in the hands of a qualified leader.

In planning ny life I:

take each day as it comes.
think it through.

take other people into account.
try to do what is right.

When solving problems I:

analyze all possibilities.

talk them over with other people.

usually take the first solution that suggests itself.
refer to established principles.

The trouble with most people is:

they think only of themselves.

they don't think things through.

they don't co-operate with others enough.
they worry too much about tomorrow.

My first obligation to the world is:

to live in it.

to be a good example.

to be aware of others.
to try to understand it.

Delegating work to others:
involves an understanding of pecple.
requires organizational ability.

should be done fairly and wisely.
is a matter of assigning tasks.

- 5 -
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Scoring the Inventory

For each scale, court the number of responses that conform to

scale type.

Item Resp.

1l C
2 C -
3 R
4 D

5 B -
IJtem Resp-.
1 B

2 o,
3 A
4 C

5 D
Item Resp.
1 A
2 B

3 C
4 B
5 A
Item Resp.
1 D -
2 A
3 D

4 A
5 (o4

Scale of Puzzle-Solving Orientation

Item Resp. Item Resp. Item Resp.
6 A 13 D 20 B
7 B 14 A 21 C
8 C 15 B 22 B
9 A 16 D 23 A

10 B 17 A 24 B

11 A v 18 D 25 b

12 B - 19 c 26 B

Scale of Chance-taking Orientation

Item Resp. Item Resp. Item Resp.
6 D - 13 C 20 A
7 A 14 C 21 B
8 B~ 15 A 22 A
9 D 16 (0 23 C
10 A 17 D - 24 D
11 B 18 C 25 A
12 D 19 B 26 D

Scale of Interaction Orientatibn

Item Resp. Item Resp. Item Resp.
6 Cc 13 il 20 D
7 c 14 B - 21 A
8 A 15 D - 22 C
9 C 16 A 23 B
10 C 17 B 24 C
11 C 18 B 25 C
12 C 19 D 26 A

Scale of Evaluation Orientation

Iterm Resg. Item Resn. Item Resp.
s B 13 B 20 C
7 C 14 D 21 D
8 D 15 C 22 D
9 B 16 B 23 D
10 D 17 C 24 A
11 D 18 A 25 B
12 A 19 A 26 C
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Interpreting the Inventory

The inventory can only be interpreted in terms of population
norms, and so far, the only population sampled is enlisted men in the
United States Navy. While norms established on the basis of that popu-
lation might safely be extended to other American servicemen, they
should not be used to interpret the responses of women, individuals
from other cultures, or mature adults in civilian populations. There
is every reason to expect that responses to the scales vary by age,
sex, socioeconomic status, education, and from culture to culture.

The cognitive styles measured are, after all, learned styles of thinkir
and hence should pbe highly sensitive to differential socialization.

We would predict, for instance, that American women would show
a higher mean score on the scale of chance-taking orientation than woul
American men. We would also expect that mean scores on the Scales
of puzzle-solving and interaction orientation would be positively
correlated with educational and social status, and that chance-taking
and, perhaps evaluation orientations would be negatively correlated wit
education and social status. Furthermore, we are reasonably convinced
that evaluation orientation will vary inversely with age simply because
younger people seem to be- more: judgmental than older people.

Finally, the descriptions of the patterns listed below consti-T

tute hypotheses,not findings. They refer to deviations within popula-

tions, not absolutes, and they require clinical validation.

Norms bas=d on a sample of 966 United States Navy enlisted

men are shown in Tablas 1 through 4 and charts 1 throuah 6.



SCORES ON SCALE OF PUZZLE-SOLVING ORIENTATION

Table 1

Washburne Inventory of Cognitive Style

966 United States Navy Enlisted Men

S=tore

11

18
30
56
82
107
129
132
130
101
80
44

19

Percentile
10G6.090
99.79
99.79
99.4¢
99.17

98.03

2.26
l1.91
1.57
1.23

16
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Table 2
SCORES ON SCALE OF CHANCE-TAKING ORIENTATION
Washburne Inventory of Cognitive Style

966 United States Navy Enlisted Men

Score f Percentile z
15 2 100.00 4,49
14 1 99.79 4.08
13 1 99.69 3.08
12 7 99.59 3.°3
11 8 98.06 2.€8
10 <) 98.(3 2.47

9 21 97.:0 2.03
8 28 94.°23 1.67
7 55 92.(C3 1992
6 84 86.54 0.87
5 105 77.¢4% 0.47
4 143 66.77 0.G7
3 172 51.97 =0.:3
2 172 34.15 -0.73
1 122 16.20 -1.14
0 36 3.73 -1.54
X = 3.83

]
N
o
O

SD
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SCORES ON SCALE OF INTERACTION ORIENTATION

Table 3

Washburne Inventory of Cognitive Style

966 United States Navy Enlisted Men

Score
16
15
14
13
12
11

10

14
20
21
51
6l
113
134
173
132
108
83
38

>

SD

6.30

2.59

Percentile

100.00
99.90
99.79
99.48
98.03
95.96
93.79
88.51
82.19
70.58
56.¢3
38.72
25.05
13.87
5.283

1.35

0.52

3.75

3.36

18



Table 4
i I SCORES ON SCALE OF EVALUATION ORIENTATION
Washburne Inventory of Cognitive Style
I 966 United States Navy Enlisted Men
Score f Percentile Z
‘ 18 1 100.00 3.51
17 1 99.90 3.14
le6 3 99.79 2.78
7 15 12 99.48 2.41
14 19 98.24 2.04
13 33 96.27 1.67
12 55 92.86 1.31
11 88 87.16 0.94
10 128 78.05 0.57
9 121 64.80 0.20
. 8 146 52.28 -0.17
= 7 136 37.16 -0.53
6 82 23.08 -0.90
* 5 70 14.60 -1.27
4 42 7.35 -1.64
' 3 24 3.00 -2.00
‘{ 2 3 0.52 -2.37
t 1 2 0.21 ~2.74
i 0 0 0 -3.11
l
] X = 8.45
]
SD = 2.72
l
l
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Chart 2

Scores on Scale of Chance Taking
Orientation
Washburne Inventory of Cognitive
Style

966 U. S. Navy Enlisted Men
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Orientation
Washburne Inventory of Cognitive
Style
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Chart 5
Washburne Inventory of Cognitive Style¥
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If the scores are plotted as standard scores (see chart 5), a
method of interpreting individual scores is suggested. Let us desig-
nate any score greatcr than 2 = +1 as high, any score from Z = -1 to

7=

+

1l as middle, and any score less than Z = -1 as low. Then, listinc
the scorezs in the order used in chart 5, -- puzzle-solving, chance-
teking, interaction, evaluation -- a respondent's profile can be desig-
neted by a set of four letters. HMML, for example, indicates a
predominant predilec:iion for puzzle-solving as a cognitive style,
moderate emphasis on chance-taking and interactional cognitive styles,
and an aversion to cvaluative cognitive style.

Three lev:ls in each of four scales would seem to yield 81
¢cifferent possible profiles. However, the scores are ipsitive -- the
four raw scores must total 26 -- and therefore 27 of the logically
possibl~ profilcs are, in fact, not possible. For example, the
pattern HHHH, -- Lich in all scores =-- is not possible, because the
total would be oreater than 26.

The 54 actually possible score patterns are listed below, with
the perce t of the base sample which displayed the pattern and with a
suggested interpretation.

A. PATTERNS WITH HIGH PREDILECTION FOR PUZZLE-SOLVING

Number Pattern Interpretation

) 1 o ;L;L- o ;i;htp;e;iie;t;c; ;o; ;p;zze:sgl;i;g: ;v;r;i;n—
less to other styles.
than The puzzle-solver approaches every decision.. as
5% if it were a purely rational one. Oblivious to

the nuances of social interaction and untempered
by any emotional load or standard of value, he
refuses to admit that physical, social, cultural,

or internal environments hold any power over him.
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He believes he is master of his fate. Unstruc-
tured social situations, where roles are not
clearly defined or task oriented, will terrify
the puzzle-solver and he will engage in stren-
uous efforts to structure them or to avoid them.
In essence, he demands that all events yield to
logical and rational analysis. He is the stereo-
typic rigid comptroller, or the scientist who is
so involved with his science that he fails at

other aspects of life.

High predilection for puzzle-solving; moderate

in chance-taking; aversion to other styles.

The rigid puzzle-solver of Pattern 1 is modified
here by the ability to accept fate and external

circumstances beyond control.

High predilection for puzzle-solving; moderate

interaction; aversion to other styles.

This person is probably highly rational, and
adequately skilled in social interaction. This
is not as debilitating a pattern as number 1

Oor number 2.

High predilection for puzzle-solving; moderate

ati a si
This person prefers the rational, is concerned
with the ethical or aesthetic aspects of 1life,
but lacking social skills and the ability to

accept what cannot be changed, may lead a lonely
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5 HHLL
less
than

.5%

28

High predilections for puzzle-solving and chance-

taking; aversions for the interactional and

evaluative styles.

This person .is one who sees himself both as
manipulator of a rational environment and as
acted upon by circumstances beyond his control.
hen he sees that a problem does not yield to
rational analysis, he relies on some aspect of
the environment for a solution, or accepts what
cannot be changed. He is not sensitive to the
nuances of social interaction or to standards

of value, his decisions are in terms of expedienc
With the additional skill of chance-taking, the
puzzle-solver becomes much more pragmatic. He
may be willing to try the unusual or bizarre.

If a scientist, he may put great value on
empirical data as "proof" of what he cannot
understand. Or he may throw masses of variables

into the computer to see what comes up.

High predilection for puzzle-solving and inter-

actional decision-making; aversions for chance-

taking and evaluation.

This person approaches every decision as if it
were capable of rational solution, yet he is alsc
sensitive to his role as actor in a responsive
social environment. The addition of interactione¢
sensitivity and skill to the puzzle-solver who
is not chance-oriented considerably increases the

scope of his manipulations. He may regard peoplc



HHIIL
less
than

.5%

29
as sometimes irrational elements of a rational
environment and use them accordingly, without
concern for ethical standards or emotional involwv
ment. He is the stereotypic "con man," who
manipulates his environment and the people in it.
The addition of puzzle-solving skills to the
interactor makes him less dependent on people
and more prone to analyze them and to use themn
for his own purposes.

High predilections for puzzle-solving and evalua-

tion; aversions for chance-taking and interaction

Lacking sensitivity to social interaction and
possessing a strong sense of his own participatio
in the causation of events, this person may idea“
ize his rational approach and may try to impose
his owr value system on others. He is the stereo
typic artist-intellectual, the "cultured gentle-
man," Professor Higgins, the "mad scientist,"

or anyone who vows that the world problems can
be solved with education, science, or with any
highly moralistic system -- his own. le would be
known by the exclusiveness or absoluteness of his
claims.

High predile~tion for puzzle-solving and chance-

taking; aversion for evaluation.

This pattern is similar to number 5 but less
extreme. Interactional skill is more highly
developed and the style of this person will be
more marked by his aversion for evaluation than

by any other factori.
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10 HMHL
less

than

30

High predilection for puzzle-solving and chance-

taking; aversion for interaction.

This person is normally concerned with evaluative
skills, has faith in rationality and has the
ability to accept that which he cannot change.
His aversion for interaction may indicate a pre-
ference for the well structured and easily under-

stood social situation.

High predilection for puzzle-solving and inter-

action; aversion for evaluation.

This person may be considered to be rational and

socially astute. He will not be much troubled

by ethical or aesthetic concerns.

High predilection for puzzle-solving and inter-

action; aversion to chance taking.

This pattern might be typical of the intellectual
who is a successful teacher or writer. Such a
person would probably place great weight on his
rationality and ability to communicate with

others and be impatient with the exigencies of

fate.

High predilection for puzzle-solving and evalua-

tion; aversion for interaction.

The emphasis on rationality and evaluation couple

with a lack of social skills indicates a tendenrcy

toward rigid moralizing.
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31

ilich predilection for puzzle-solving and evalua-

tion; aversion for chance-taking.

The social skills indicated by the moderate score
on the interaction scale may make this person

more effective than one with the previous patterr

High predilectior for puzzle-solving: aversion

for evaluation.

This pattern indicates general competence with
an emphasis on rationality with a less than

normal concern for the ethical or aestnetic.

High predilection for puzzle-solving; aversion

for interaction.

This pattern again reveals general ccripetence
with an emphasis on racionality but with a lack

of social skills.

en wn e e @ e e e G e En @ e G wn G WD G Em e e em  wp = = e

High predilection for puzzle-solving; aversion

for chence-taking.

This pattern reveals general compctence, with an
eniphasis on rationality but little readiness to

accept fate or chance.

High predilection for puzzle-solving skills,

This pattern reveals general competence with an
emphasis on rationality. This might well be the

pattern of the successful scientist or techniciar
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r B. PATTERNS WITH HIGH PREDILECTION FOR CHANCE-TAKING
Number Pattern Interpretation
[ ____________________________________
18 LHLL High predilection for chance-taking; aversion to
,. less all other styles.
than This person perceives himself to be completely
| 5% dependent on his environment, recognizing no

personal control in the sequence of events.
Although he sets goals, he hopes to receive them
through the action of some person or power other
than himself. He may reinforce his decision
through ritualistic behavior. Since he does not
regard social, cultural, or rational considerati.v
as determining his decision, he is highly fl_xib..
and may seem unconventional. The range of pos-
sible experience is so vast that by itself the
accepting decision of the pure chance-taker does
not engender one particular personality. It is
seen in the gambler and the soldier of fortune, i
the act of mothering, in types of religious
experience and among oppressed peoples. 1In
western society, the pure chance-taker, if succes
ful, may be admired for his luck and sense of
adventure. But if he is not successful, he may
be considered a "bum." He may also seem extremel

naive and irresponsible.
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19 MHLL lligh predilection for chance-taking; moderate
less puzzle-solving; aversions for interaction and
than evaluation.

.5% The moderately developed rational skills may not

help to make the world a very coherent place for
one showing this pattern. He will still see
himself as the victim or perhaps the beneficiary

of the fates.

20 LHML High predilection for chance-taking; moderate
less interactional ability; aversions for puzzle-
than solving and evaluation.

.5% This pattern would suggest a somewhat slavish

dependency on other people.

21 LHIM High predilection for chance-taking; moderate
less evaluation; aversions for puzzle-solving and
than interaction.

1% This person will perhaps be one who adheres to

religious rituals in the hopes that the gods

will be kind.

22 HHLL Same as number 5.

23 LHHL High predilections for chance-taking and inter-
less action; aversions for puzzle-solving and evalua-
than tion.

S5 This person lives in a world of people he did not

create and for whom he is not responsible. Lack-
ing personal standards and rational skills, and

being even more dependent than one who las a hign
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predilection for interactional style alone, he
may jump on any bandwagon, follow any leader,
and reverse his decisions with impunity. He may
try anything to get attention. This is the
stereotype of the "dumb blond," or the little
girl or boy who never grows up. He could be a
good salesman, but he might find it difficult to

stay with one job.

24 LULH High predilections for chance-taking ard evalua-
less tion; aversions to purzle-solving and interaction
than This person approaches decisions critically, in

1% texms of his own system of rules and values, but

without a sense of his own participaticn in the
causation of events. He is neither sensitive to
the nuances of social interaction, nor skilled

in rational analysis. His dependence on chance

or fato coupled with his propensity to evaluate
mi;y prompt him to commit himself zealcusly to

scme cause, religion, ideology or charismatic
leader. On the other hand, he may see an absolute
value in the experiesnce of existence itself, as
dces the existentialist or the bohemian. He may
ritualize aesthetic experience. It is also pos-
sible that the chance-taking orientation may causc
an artist to be lecss dependent on his own hard
word, and mer. ‘ependent on “"the breaks," or a
religious person less dependent on good works

and morality and more dependent on God. The



28 LHHM
less
than

.5%

35
sinple combination of dependency and high stand-
ards may be devastating for those who experience
failure, and they may seek oblivion in the use of
alcohol, narcotics, or in overconformity to

ritual in meaningless, repetitive behavior.

High predilections for chance-taking and inter-

action; aversion to evaluation.

In this pattern the dependency of those who
combine chance-taking and interactional styles is
modified by a normal rationality. This person
should be easy to get along with, for he does not

like to judge, and takes life as it comes.

High predilections for chance-taking and inter-

action; aversion for puzzle-solving.

In this pattern the dependency of those who com-
bine chance-taking and interactional styles is
modified by normal development of evaluative
skills. This person does not trust his abilitiec
as a rational thinker but his abilities to get
along with others, to take life as it comes, and

to evaluate adequately carry him along.
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29 MHLH

30 LHMH
less
than

.5%

31 MHML
less
than

1%

36

High predilections for chance-taking and evalua-

tion; aversion for interaction.

This pattern indicates a probable dislike for
people. This person is likely to be a harsh

judge of others and probably quite rigid with

High predilection for chance-taking and evalua-

tion; aversion for puzzle-solving.

This may be the pattern of those who are deeply
committed to membership in a moralistic religion
whose commands are fcllowed on faith. While such
people are reasonably concerned with and sensitiv
to others they are unlikely to be swayed by logi-
cal argument since they don't trust their

rational processes.

High predilection for chance-taking; aversion for

evaluation.

This person will be generally competent with a
tendency to take life as it comes, never judging

harshly either himself or others.

High predilection for chance-taking; aversion for

interaction.

This generally competent pattern with its lack
of social skills and its conception of a chancy
world might be the perfect pattern for the typica

bird-watcher.



' 37

I 33 LHMM High predilection for chance-taking; aversion to

2.3% puzzle-solving.

A pattern of general competence, but a lack of
faith in rational processes. This might be a

stereotype of the middle class housewife.
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34 IiHMM High predilection for chance-taking.

2.8% This generally competent decision-maker will
have an exaggerated sense of his dependency on
outside forces. He probably likes to gamble.

C. PATTERNS WITH HIGH PREDILECTION FOR INTERACTION

Number Pattern Interpretation
35 LLHL High predilection for interaction; aversion to
less 311 oilrker gtvles.
than This person approaches decisions as part of an o
- 515 going, dynamic process of social interaction.

Unconcerned with raticnal solution, standards of
value, or emotional loads, he constantly rede-
fines his own actions and goals in response to
the actions and opinicns of other people and in
anticipation of their future acts. Having a
strony sense of the significance of his own
participation in the causation of events, he
) may be highly responsive, sensitive and communi-
cative. He will not enjoy solitude. He likes t
"talk over" his decisions and may find it extrer
difficult to take a firm stand on anything. His

world is in shades of gray; not black and white.

e o
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36

MLHL
less
than

«5%

38

High predilection for interaction; aversions to

chance-taking and evaluation.

The extreme dependence on the opinions of others
shown in pattern 35 is modified here by a greater
faith in one's own rational processes. This
person probably feels that he can cope with the

problems of life although he does not like to

LMHL

less

than
1%

LLH!
less
than

.5%

High predilection for interaction; aversions to

puzzle-solving and evaluation.

The lack of rationality and evalutive skills
is probably indicative of a great deal of depen-

dency on others, and a sense of powerlessness.

High predilection for interaction; aversions for

puzzle-solving and chance-taking.

This person's dependence on others is modified
to some extent by a normally developed concern
with evaluation. His aversions for puzzle-
solving and chance-taking must make it difficult

for him to cope with the world.

High predilections for interaction and evaluatio:

aversions for puzzle-solving and chance-taking.

This pattern may be that of hard-working leaders,

dedicated to a cause. Such a person will be harc



42 HIMHL
43 HLHM
44 MHHL
e
45 LHHLiI
46 MLHH
less
than
.5%
47 LIMHH
less
than
.5%

39
to reason with, for he may cry, "don't confuse
me with facts." He may be able to function
extremely well, as long as the system in which
he is operating is not open to logical or skep-

tical question, or to attack from outside forces.

High predilection for interaction and evaluation;

aversion for chance-taking.

High skill in social interaction and in evaluatic
coupled with normal rationality makes this per-
son an able and effective leader, highly committe
to his cause or institution. He will hold
himself and others responsible for the outcomes
of their acts, for he places little credence in

bad luck.

High predilection for interaction and evaluation:

aversion for puzzle-solving.

Similar to pattern number 41, except that normal
willingness to accept the exigencies of fate
may make this person a little less rigid, and

perhaps more inclined to follow, rather than to
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48 MMHL
1.7%
49 MLHM
2.8%
50 LMHM
5.8%

40

High predilection for interaction; aversion for

evaluation.

This is a pattern of general competence, excel-
lent social skills, but an unwillingness to judge
This person may be fun at parties, but an under-
achiever, not bothering to try for high, self-

imposed standards.

High predilection for interaction; aversion for

chance-taking.

This is a pattern of general competence, excel-
lent social skills, but an unwillingness to acceg
what cannot be changed. This person will be
well motivated, responsible, critical and hard
living. He will be an excellent leader or

manager, but impatient with the exigencies of

chance.

High predilection for interaction; aversion for

puzzle-solving.

This generally competent person will have excel-
lent social skills, and be easy to get along witi
He is probably a competent fellow worker, but
he dees not trust his own ability to reason. He
likes to follow orders, but may be frightened

of a requirement to think things out for himself.
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51 MMHM

8.6%

41

High predilection for interaction.

This person will be a generally competent decisic
maker who will be especially sensitive to others
anc. acute at dealing with them. He is likely

to be a good leader and a competent and coopera-

tive follower.

D. PATTERNS WITH PREDILECTION FOR EVALUATION.

Number Pattern

52 LLLH
less
than

.5%

53 MLLH

less

than

1%

Interpretation

High predilection for evalution; avercions to

all other styles.

This person approaches decisions c;itically, in
terms of his system of rules and values. Lackin
rational skills and sensitivity to the nuances
of social interaction, yet convinced of the
significance of his own participation in the
causation of events, he values his rules, art or
ethics above all else and he may w2ll try to
impose them on others. The appropriateness of h.
standards is absolute, needing no further
justification. He is the sterectypic moralist

or idealist.

Hich predilection for evaluation; aversions to

chance-taking and interaction.

This pattern is not much different from number

52 although the moralism may be somewhat mediatec

by a committment to logic.
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54

LMLH
less
than

.5%

42

High predilection for evalution; aversion to

puzzle-solving and interaction.

High concern for the ethical or aesthetic com-
bined with low ability in rational thought or
social relationships must leave this person
dependent upon religion or ideology to guide

him through the world.

LLMH

1.1%

High predilection for evaluatiaqn; aversion to

puzzle-solving and chance-taking.

With neither rationality nor an acceptance of
fate to cushion life's blows this moralist
must expect rewards for his virtue to be forth-

coming from the social relationships he enjoys.
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l 65 MMLH High predilection for evaluation; aversion to
4.5% interaction.

I This pattern is one of general competence, a

, greater than average willingness to evaluate,

and a lack of social skills. This may be a

pattern typical of the artist.

66 MLMH High predilection for evaluation; aversion for

1.7% chance-taking.

This may be the pattern of the perfectionist
who adheres to high standards and who does not

accept bad luck.

67 LMMI High predilection for evaluation; aversion to

4% puzzle-solving.

This is a pattern of general competence, idealisn

but not much faith in rationality.

68 MMMH High predilection for evaluation.

2.3% This generally competent person will hold him-
self and others to high ethical or aesthetic

standards.

E. PATTERNS IN WHICH THERE IS AVERSION TO ONE STYLE

Number Pattern Interpretation
69 LIMMM Aversion to puzzle-solving.
2.3% This person is generally competent but lacks

faith in his rational skills. He depends upon

luck, other people, and ethics to guide him in

his decisions.



70 MLMM

7.4%

71 MMLM

ll 7%

72 MMML
less

than

44

Aversion to chance-tal'ing.

This person lacks the ability to accept what he
cannot change. He is afraid to l=2ave anything
to luck or to risk unknown outcomes. He plans,
worries, and keeps busy. He may not know when

to give up.

Aversion to interacticn.

Relationships with people, for one who shows
this pattern, will be most satisfactory when
roles are clearly defined or when the social
group is clearly task oriented. He may lack
sensitivity to cthers and not be able to see

himself as others see him.
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Aversicn for evalution.

This person may be an under-achiever, and also

possibly fairly dull.

F. ALL FOUR STYLES EQUALLY WELL DEVELOPED

Number Pattern

Interpretation

All four styles equally %ell developed.

The person who is well developed in all skills i:
one who approaches decisions rationally and cri-
tically, evaluating possible alternatives in
terms of developed standards of value and his
own emotional needs and alsoc sensitive to the

responsiveness of the social world. When he
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meets problems he cannot solve, he relies on his
faith in luck, fate or God, accepting what he
cannot change, but &lways looking for new
possibilities in what is given. He is not bound
by one form over another, as he can shift to
the skill that is appropriate for the problem.
he is probably what we mean by that nebulous

stereotype: "The mature adult."

Validation of the Inventory

As this report is putlished, no direct validation of the

Inventory of Cognitive Style has been demonstrated. Plans for vali-

dation are, however, underway. Three of the plans are based on the
hypothesis that cognitive styles are the result of differential
socialization and will therefore reflect differences among socio-
economic status groups between rural and urban groups, and between
cultures. The first study will investigate differences in the scores

in the Inventory of Cognitive Style among socio-economic status groups

in a single metropolitan area. This study will be carried out by Mr.
Thomas Tuite. The second study will investigate differences in scores

in the Inventory of Cognitive Style between i>ng term residents of a

major industrial city and long term residents of a rural village.
The study will be conducted by Mr. David Wirschem. The third study
will compare differences in cognitive style between university students
in southern India with those of university students in the United
States.

The most important and direct validation, however, must await

clinical analysis of individuals in terms of the patterns predicted

by the Inventory.



e ey ey amy

46

sSummary

The Inventory of Cognitive Style is a 26 item pencil-and-paper

instrument to predict the differences in the ways people think due to
differential socialization. Four basic modes of decision-making are
identified which are appropriate to different decision-making situation
The Invei.cory yields 54 different patterns of relative predilections an
aversions to the various cognitive styles.

Norms based on the responses of 966 United States Navy enlisted
men and the percentage of that population showing each of the patterns
are presented. If and when the Inventory is velidated it should be a
valuable tool in personnell selection and educational and vocational

counselling.



